INTRODUCTION
In Rosales-Lopez v. United States,I the Supreme Court in a plurality opinion 2 held that a trial judge's refusal to question prospective jurors about possible ethnic or racial prejudice toward Mexicans, where the defendant was of Mexican descent and specifically requested such inquiries, did not constitute reversible error given the circumstances of the case. 3 In so holding, the Court articulated a standard which not only erodes a minority defendant's right to an impartial trial, but also fails to provide federal trial judges adequate guidance as to when such inquiries are required. Furthermore, as Justice Stevens' vigorous dissenting opinion points but, 4 the Court's rejection of a per se rule requiring such inquiries when requested by a minority defendant interprets incorrectly the primary precedent, Aldridge v. United States. 5 Instead of a per se rule, the plurality established a standard for federal courts 6 requiring voir dire inquiries about racial prejudice only where the circumstances of a case create a "reasonable possibility" that such prejudice might influence a jury. 7 Thus, courts must inquire about racial prejudice only where 1) the circumstances of a case involve a violent crime, and the defendant and the victim are of different racial or RACIAL PREJUDICE ON VOIR DIRE ethnic groups, 8 or 2) the total circumstances of a case create a "reasonable possibility" of racial prejudice. 9 Unfortunately, the plurality's standard fails to address the risk that a juror may harbor racial prejudice for reasons unrelated to the circumstances of a case. By depriving a minority defendant of the opportunity to probe for racial prejudice during voir dire, a court may select prejudiced jurors and thus deny him an impartial trial. Moreover, the "reasonable possibility" standard, which instructs the trial court to weigh intuitively the total circumstances of a case, affords trial courts little guidance.
The per se rule advocated by Justice Stevens in his dissenting opinion is preferable to the plurality's "reasonable possibility" standard. Only a per se rule would assure a minority defendant of the chance to uncover racial prejudices which are held for irrational reasons.' 0 A per se rule would also provide trial courts with a clearer standard to apply. Hence, the dissenting view is persuasive not only under the circumstances of Rosales-Lopez, but also in any federal criminal trial of a minority defendant.
A jury in the District Court for the Southern District of California convicted Humberto Rosales-Lopez of participating in a plan by which three Mexican aliens illegally entered the United States.'" At his trial, Rosales-Lopez did not testify but instead chose to challenge the credibility of the Government's witnesses: the Immigration and Naturalization Service agents who arrested him; the three aliens; David Falcon-Zavala, 8 Id. While Justice Rehnquist concurred in the plurality opinion's result, he rejected the first part of the two-part "reasonable possibility" rule because of its 'per se" aspect. Id. at 1637.
9 Id. at 1636. The trial court's evaluation of the total circumstances would be subject to case-by-case review by the appellate courts.
10 Id. at 1638 (Stevens, J., dissenting). I I The defendant was charged with one count of conspiracy to conceal, harbor and shield, and illegally transport aliens, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 371 and 8 U.S.C. § 1324; three counts of aiding and abetting the illegal transportation of aliens, in violation of 8 U.S.C.' § 1324(a)(2) and 18 U.S.C. § 2; and three counts of concealing, harboring and shielding aliens, in violation of 8 U.S.C. § 1324(a)(3).
The Government's evidence at trial revealed that three aliens crossed the MexicanAmerican border on the night of December 10, 1978. Their guide took them to a car, which had been left for them on the American side, and drove them to the home of Mrs. Virginia Bowling in Imperial Beach, California, about eight miles inside the border. Rosales-Lopez, who had been living with Mrs. Bowling's nineteen-year-old daughter in her mother's house since July, 1978, 'let them into the garage of the house. Mrs. Bowling was an American, apparently Caucasian.
In the morning, Rosales-Lopez hid the three aliens and their guide in the trunk of an Oldsmobile, which Mrs. Bowling drove north, through the San Clemente checkpoint. Rosales-Lopez followed in another car, and after passing through the checkpoint, exchanged cars with Mrs. Bowling. While she drove back to Imperial Beach, he continued toward Los Angeles where he took the aliens and their guide to an apartment. Agents of the Immigration and Naturalization Service who had the apartment under surveillance arrested Rosales-Lopez when he left the apartment with one of the aliens.
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another named smuggling principal who was arrested with Rosales-Lopez; and Mrs. Virginia Bowling, who also participated in the plan.
2
Prior to the trial, defense counsel moved for permission to personally voir dire prospective jury members. At the same time, he filed a list of twenty-six questions which he requested the trial judge to pose if the court denied the first motion. The trial judge chose to conduct the voir dire himself, as permitted by Rule 24(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and as is the practice in the Southern District of California.
The After the voir dire, defense counsel reiterated his request that several of the submitted but unasked questions be posed to the panel. He argued that the court must pose the question regarding racial prejudice since a federal court "must explore all racial antagonism against my client because he happens to be of Mexican descent,""' citing Aldridge v. United States '9 as authority. The trial judge denied the request.
The Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit affirmed the court's refusal to ask a voir dire question directed toward possible racial 12 See note I I supra. 13 The judge prefaced the voir dire by explaining to the panel: "In order that this defendant shall have a fair and impartial jury to try the charges against him, it is necessary that we address certain questions to the panel to make sure that there are no underlying prejudices, there are no underlying reasons why you can't sit as a fair and impartial juror if chosen to do so in this case." 101 S. Ct. at 1633. The general questions involved: knowledge of the participants in the trial; outside knowledge of the case; physical impairments that would interfere with their responsibilities as jurors; legal training; and possible disagreement with the principie that a criminal defendant is presumed to be innocent. Each juror was also required to state his/her name, occupation, and spouse's occupation. Id. at 1632-33 n.2.
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prejudice. 20 The Ninth Circuit analyzed the voir dire request according to the "special circumstances" rule, which requires a trial judge to pose such an inquiry only if there is some indication that the case is likely to have racial overtones. 21 The Court found no "special circumstances" to indicate that the defendant's race would be a factor in the trial.
22

II. BACKGROUND OF APPLICABLE LAW
The right to trial by an impartial jury is a fundamental element of American justice. 23 The Constitution protects the right to a "speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury" 24 in all criminal cases. Moreover, "[a] fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic requirement of due process... quite separate from the right to any particular form of proceeding. '2 5 Voir dire is essential to securing an impartial jury. By subjecting a panel of prospective jurors to oral examination, a trial court seeks to identify and excuse those who demonstrate bias or preconceptions which would preclude an impartial decision. 26 Each party in a trial may challenge veniremen for cause based upon the voir dire responses. Even when the responses do not support a party's challenge for cause, they may help that party to decide against which jurors to exercise peremptory challenges. 2 7 The extent of the voir dire examination is therefore critical to the final composition of the jury since voir dire is the only method for a court and for the parties to ascertain the state of mind of each prospective juror.
28
Since racial prejudice among jurors could deprive a minority defendant of a fair trial, 29 defense counsel may understandably wish to 20 Rosales-Lopez v. United States, 617 F.2d 1349 (9th Cir. 1980 . 21 Several of the circuits also followed this "special circumstances" rule. among other sources. The Ristaino Court, through Justice Powell, resolved this seeming inconsistency: "While Aldridge was one factor relevant to the constitutional decision in Ham, we did not rely directly on its precedential force. . . .In light of our holding today, the actual result in Aldi'dge should be recognized as an exercise of our supervisory power over federal courts." '38 Both Ham and Ristaino differed from Aldridge in that they involved 30 283 U.S. 308.
31
The exchange between the trial judge and defense counsel was as follows:
MR. REILLY. At the last trial of this case I understand there was one woman on the jury who was a southerner, and who said that the fact that the defendant was a negro and the deceased a white man perhaps somewhat influenced her. I don't like to ask that question in public but-THE COURT. I don't think that would be a proper question, any more than to ask whether they like an Irishman or a Scotchman.
MR. REILLY. But it was brought to our attention so prominently. 40 the Supreme Court held that the defendant, a black man active in civil rights work, had a constitutional right to an inquiry regarding racial prejudice during voir dire. Ham's defense at trial was that law enforcement authorities were "out to get him" because he was well-known for civil rights activities, and that they framed him on a charge of marijuana possession. 4 1 Prior to the voir dire, defense counsel requested the court to ask the prospective jurors four questions, two of which concerned possible racial bias. 42 The judge declined to ask all four. Instead, he posed to the panel three general questions as required by South Carolina statute. 4 3 The Supreme Court declared that the fourteenth amendment mandated the inquiries concerning racial prejudice since the amendment's principal purpose was to prevent invidious discrimination against blacks, and also since the due process clause assures essential fairness. 44 The Court indicated subsequently in Ristaino v. Ross 45 that the Ham decision was to be construed narrowly. Since Ham argued that he had been framed in retaliation for his civil right activities, "[r]acial issues therefore were inextricably bound up with the conduct of the trial." ' 46 In contrast, the defendant in Ristaino was a black man accused of a violent crime against a white security guard. The Ristaino Court reasoned that these facts were "less likely to distort the trial than were the special 39 Id. at 597 n.9. 40 409 U.S. 524. 41 Id. at 525. 42 The two questions concerning racial prejudice were: "1. Would you fairly try this case on the basis of the evidence and disregarding the defendant's race? "2. You have no prejudice against negroes? Against black people? You would not be influenced by the use of the term 'black'?"
The other two questions concerned prejudice against beards and pretrial publicity relating to the drug problem. Id. at 525 n.2.
43 S.C. CODE § 38-202 (1962 
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47
Since Ristaino was a state case, it was not reversible error for the trial court to refuse defendant's request to pose inquiries concerning racial bias during voir dire.
III. OPINIONS OF THE ROSALES-LOPEZ COURT
Justice White, writing for the plurality, relied on the Ham and Ristaino precedents in holding that the constitution did not require that the Rosales-Lopez jurors be questioned about racial prejudice.
Only when there are more substantial indications of the likelihood of racial or ethnic prejudice affecting the jurors in a particular case does the trial court's denial of a defendant's request to examine the jurors' ability to deal impartially with this subject amount to an unconstitutional abuse of discretion.
49
Justice White found that Rosales-Lopez did not contain "special circumstances" of a constitutional dimension since there were no indications that the trial would involve allegations of racial prejudice.
50
Justice White next formulated a nonconstitutional standard to be applied to federal courts through the Court's supervisory power. He stated that the Court could not determine such a standard merely by weighing costs and benefits. 51 More importantly, he reasoned, the standard should balance conflicting perceptions of justice.
On the one hand, requiring an inquiry in every case is likely to create the impression 'that justice in a court of law may turn upon the pigmentation of the skin [or] the accident of birth.' Ristaino,. . . at 596 n.8. ... Balanced against this, however, is the criminal defendant's perception that avoiding the inquiry does not eliminate the problem, and that his trial is not the place in which to elevate appearance over reality.
52
While Justice White observed that "it is usually best to allow the defendant to resolve this conflict by making the determination of whether or not he would prefer to have the inquiry into racial or ethnic prejudice pursued,1 53 he declared that "[flailure to honor his request . . .will 47 Id. 48 The Court added: "Although we hold that voir dire questioning directed to racial prejudice was not constitutionally required, the wiser course generally is to propound appropriate questions designed to identify racial prejudice if requested by the defendant. Under our supervisory power we would have required as much of a federal court faced with the circumstances here. He enunciated a two-part test of whether the circumstances of a case would suggest a "reasonable possibility" of racial prejudice: 1) Circumstances involving a violent crime between members of different races carry such a "reasonable possibility." 2) Otherwise, a court may weigh the total circumstances to decide whether a "reasonable possibility" exists.
55
Applying the two-part test, the plurality found that the circumstances of Rosales-Lopez created no "reasonable possibility" that racial or ethnic prejudice might influence the jury. First, the case did not involve a violent crime between members of different races; rather, the plurality characterized the smuggling of aliens as a victimless, nonviolent crime.
56
Secondly, the total circumstances did not otherwise suggest such a "reasonable possibility." Justice White considered the question regarding attitudes toward aliens sufficient to remove those jurors who might have harbored racial prejudice toward the defendant, 5 7 especially since the trial judge also asked them generally why they could not sit as fair and impartial jurors. 58 55 Justice White noted that since both the A/dlddge and Ristaino cases carried a "reasonable possibility" that racial prejudice would affect the jury, they "imply that federal trial courts must make such an inquiry when requested by a defendant accused of a violent crime and where the defendant and the victim are members of different racial or ethnic groups." Id. at 1636. He added, "[t]here may be other circumstances which suggest the need for such an inquiry, but the decision as to whether the total circumstances suggest a reasonable possibility that racial or ethnic prejudice will affect the jury remains primarily with the trial court, subject to case-by-case review by the appellate courts." Id.
56 Id. 57 "There can be no doubt that the jurors would have understood a question about aliens to at least include Mexican aliens. The trial court excused two jurors for cause, based on their responses to this question. Removing these jurors eliminated, we believe, any reasonable possibility that the remaining jurors would be influenced by an undisclosed racial prejudice toward Mexicans that would have been disclosed by further questioning." Id.
58 "We also note that the trial court asked generally whether there were any grounds which might occur to the jurors as to why they could not sit as 'fair and impartial' jurors. Coupled with the question concerning aliens, there is little reason to believe that a juror who did not answer this general question would have answered affirmatively a question directed narrowly at racial prejudice." Id. at 1636 n.8.
59 See note I I supra. 60 101 S. Ct. at 1637.
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Justice Rehnquist, joined by Chief Justice Burger, concurred in the plurality's result, but disagreed with the first half of the two-part "reasonable possibility" standard. "In my view, it is inappropriate for us to decide that there is always a 'reasonable possibility' of prejudice solely because the crime is 'violent.' "61 He suggested that a trial judge could well decide that such an inquiry might exacerbate any existing prejudice without revealing that prejudice.
6 2 Moreover, he predicted that the plurality's opinion would spawn new litigation over the terms "violent crime" and "different racial or ethnic groups. '63 In a strong dissent joined by Justices Brennan and Marshall, Justice Stevens relied upon Aldridge v. United Statesr 4 and its application by federal courts over a period of fifty years to argue that existing law supported a per se rule. 65 Such a rule would require all federal judges to permit some sort of inquiry concerning possible racial or ethnic bias during voir dire. While Aldridge itself involved "special circumstances,"
66
Justice Stevens pointed out that neither the reasoning of Chief Justice Hughes' opinion for the Court, nor the reasoning of the state court opinions cited in Aldridge, relied upon such "special circumstances. '67 He quoted the same passage of Aldridge referred to in the plurality opinion:
The argument is advanced on behalf of the Government that it would be detrimental to the administration of the law in the courts of the United States to allow questions to jurors as to racial or religious prejudices. We think that it would be far more injurious to permit it to be thought that persons entertaining a disqualifying prejudice were allowed to serve as jurors and that inquiries designed to elicit the fact of disqualification were barred. No surer way could be devised to bring the processes ofjustice into 61 Id. (Rehnquist, J., concurring). 62 Id. at 1637-38 (Rehnquist, J., concurring). 63 Id. at 1637 (Rehnquist, J., concurring). "We cannot, in the nature of things, always lay down 'bright line' rules, but we should try to avoid definitions that do not define or clarify and hence invite litigation." Id. (Rehnquist, J., concurring). 64 283 U.S. 308. 65 Justice Stevens noted: "For more than four decades, it has been the rule in federal courts that a trial court must inquire as to possible racial bias of the veniremen when the defendant is a member of a racial minority. Aldridge v. United States, 283 U.S. 308 . . . (1931) ." United States v. Powers, 482 F.2d 941, 944 (8th Cir. 1973 ), cert. denied, 415 U.S. 923 (1974 (emphasis in original), noted in 101 S. Ct. 1629, 1638 n.1 (Stevens, J., dissenting).
.66 Justice Stevens uses the term "special circumstances" to refer to those which create a "reasonable possibility" that racial prejudice may influence the jurors; they are to be distinguished from the "special circumstances" discussed in the plurality opinion, which trigger a constitutional right to voir dire prospective jurors about possible ethnic or racial prejudice.
67 In a footnote, Justice Stevens referred to United States v. Gore, 435 F.2d 1110, 1111-12 (4th Cir. 1970), which examined several of the state cases cited in Aldridge and found that they contained no racial overtones whatsoever. 101 S. Ct. at 1641 n.7 (Stevens, J., dissenting).
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disrepute.
68
Justice Stevens, however, like the "overwhelming majority of Federal Circuit Judges who have confronted the question presented in this case . . .interpreted Aldridge as establishing a firm rule entitling a minority defendant to some inquiry of prospective jurors on voir dire about possible racial or ethnic prejudice unrelated to the specific facts of the case."
69
He criticized the plurality's "reasonable possibility" standard and two-part test because the holding of Aldridge was not confined to its facts, and thus did not require such a limited test. The two-part test, like the voir dire in Rosales-Lopez, "wholly ignored the risk that potential jurors in the Southern District of California might be prejudiced against the defendant simply because he is a person of Mexican descent." ' 70 Because a potential juror might harbor an irrational prejudice whenever a criminal defendant is a member of a minority, Justice Stevens would not require the evaluation of "special circumstances" to determine a "reasonable possibility" of prejudice; he would instead grant such voir dire requests on demand. He would thus give greater weight to a defense counsel's perception of a risk of irrational prejudice than to the plurality's fear that citizens might perceive that justice depends upon one's race.
IV. ANALYSIS
The division of opinion within the Supreme Court in Rosales-Lopez reflects the division of opinion generally over the efficacy of voir dire, and of inquiries into racial prejudice in particular. 7 ' The plurality has created a two-part test for federal courts which requires such inquiries only in circumstances which create a "reasonable possibility" that the jury may be influenced by racial or ethnic bias. This formulation attempts to prevent the presumption of racial prejudice in the federal courtroom, and to prevent the accompanying loss of confidence in the American criminal justice system. The concurring justices share the same goals but would extend even greater discretion to a trial judge 68 101 S. Ct. at 1640 (Stevens, J., dissenting) (citing Aldridge v. United States, 283 U.S.
308, 314-15).
69 101 S. Ct. at 1640 (Stevens, J., dissenting).
70 Id. at 1641 (Stevens, J., dissenting). 71 In addition to the split among the Circuits over the per se rule, there is scholarly disagreement over the usefulness of voir dire in general, and in the context of racial prejudice in particular. Broeder, for example, illustrates the difficulty of obtaining honest answers on voir dire. 
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1453 44SUPREME COURT REVIEW presiding over a case that under the plurality's test would require voir dire regarding racial prejudice. Conversely, the dissenting justices would require all federal judges to permit voir dire concerning racial bias, granting them discretion as to the form and extent of such questioning. While it does not directly address the plurality's concern that such a per se rule might create a presumption of racial prejudice in the courts, the dissenting opinion argues that not permitting voir dire into possible racial prejudice might produce both a presumption and a reality of racially prejudiced jurors.
The dissenting opinion takes a far better position on the issue than do the plurality and concurring opinions. Not only does the dissent interpret Aldridge more consistently than the plurality opinion, but it also sets forth a simpler and more equitable standard than the plurality's two-part rule. Most importantly, the dissent draws upon a persuasive set of assumptions about voir dire on racial prejudice.
The most compelling distinction between the plurality opinion and the dissenting opinion is the disagreement over possible sources of racial or ethnic prejudice. The plurality opinion assumes that such prejudice arises from or is exacerbated by the circumstances of the case. It suggests that a trial court must weigh these sources-the nature of the crime, the witnesses, the arguments-in order to gauge whether there is a "reasonable possibility" that racial or ethnic prejudice may influence a juror. The dissenting opinion, while recognizing that those factors may exacerbate existing biases, assumes that biases are irrational and can be held by any juror against any minority defendant regardless of the circumstances. As Justice Stevens aptly argued: "Even when there are no 'special circumstances' connected with an alleged criminal transaction indicating an unusual risk of racial or other group bias, a member of the Nazi Party should not be allowed to sit in judgment on a Jewish defendant."
72
There is ample support for the dissent's assumption that pervasive irrational prejudices persist among jurors, and that there is an accompanying need for voir dire to uncover them. For example, the National Jury Project found that
[t]he judgments that jurors make about the guilt or innocence of a defendant are strongly influenced by the race of the defendant and key witnesses. Despite legal and social changes of the last twenty-five years, most whites still believe that blacks, chicanos, Native Americans, and other minorities have lower moral character than whites, are more naturally prone to violence, and are held back in climbing the success ladder only by their own lack of initiative. Because most people learn to conceal these beliefs, even from them-72 101 S. Ct. at 1638 (Stevens, J., dissenting).
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selves, voir dire on racial prejudice is very difficult. However, it must be ventured because having several racists on a jury greatly increases the odds of conviction for non-white defendants.
73
Courts and scholars have come to view racial prejudice as "one of those 'recognized classes' of prejudice for which 'there is a constant need for a searching voir dire examination.' ,74
Because it places so much emphasis on the circumstances of a case as the source of racial prejudices, the plurality relies heavily upon the discretion of the trial court to prevent such prejudice. This reliance effectively discourages voir dire. Under the two-part rule, a trial judge need not evaluate the risk that jurors may harbor prejudice against a minority defendant simply because he is a minority member. A trial judge may be uncomfortable about asking such questions, 75 even if he recognizes that voir dire provides the only means for probing such prejudice. He may also rationalize his refusal to probe by doubting whether anyone would admit to racial prejudice if asked. 76 A judge may conceivably harbor racial prejudices of his own which may color his consideration of all the circumstances. [c]ertain groups within our society have been subject to systematic and invidious discrimination. The Supreme Court, in interpreting the equal protection clause, has recognized the existence of such 'stereotyped prejudice,' and has given a high degree of scrutiny to governmental action affecting the victimized groups. In the trial context, there is a danger that veniremen with stereotypical notions will not articulate or even be fully aware of them. In order to maintain the integrity and impartiality of the trial process, courts must be willing to allow defendants who can be perceived to be members of groups victimized by systematic discrimination every opportunity to select jurors least likely to be influenced by stereotypes. Note, Voir Dire Limitations as a Means of Protecting Jurors' Safelp and Pn'vafy, 93 HARv. L. REV. 782, 791 (1980) . 75 For example, the following exchange between defense counsel and the trial judge in United States v. Bowles, 574 F.2d 970 (8th Cir. 1978) , typifies this reaction:
MR. BRADSHAW: And secondly, I forgot to include among my voir dire questions a question concerning whether the fact that the defendant is a member of the Negro race-THE COURT: I am not going to ask that. I just feel that I-I may be unfair to you, but I feel that would put undue emphasis on it. I have told them to weigh their own conscience and I believe if they are racially prejudice[d] they ought to come forth and say it; and if they are, they are not going to respond if I ask them. That is just the way I feel about it. I understand your concern but I feel it is better for you. The dissent's per se rule would not only curb potential judicial abuse of discretion but would also provide greater opportunities to uncover racial prejudice than pessimistic trial judges might think. A tactful, probing voir dire may induce potential jurors to recognize and admit racial prejudices. 78 While it is true that many jurors will refuse to admit openly to harboring racial prejudices, a juror's use of language and physical expression in responding to such an inquiry may provide counsel with clues about the juror's racial attitudes. 79 Counsel may then exercise peremptory challenges more intelligently than he might in the absence of such questioning.
In contrast, general questions will probably not extract any meaningful responses about racial prejudices. As the Seventh Circuit observed:
We disagree ... [with the government's] assumption that a general question to the group whether there is any reason they could not be fair and impartial can be relied on to produce a disclosure of any disqualifying state of mind. We do not believe that a prospective juror is so alert to his own prejudices. Thus it is essential to explore the backgrounds and attitudes of the jurors. .... .0
If asked generally whether he is biased, a juror will probably not acknowledge any prejudices, racial or otherwise. More specific questioning may reveal that the juror prefers not to live in the same neighborhood as blacks, or believes that Mexicans have lower moral ought to commit suicide. That's what I think of people of this kind. You are lower than animals and haven't the right to live in organized society-just miserable, lousy, rotten people. . . Maybe Hitler was right. The animals in our society probably ought to be destroyed because they have no right to live among human beings.' 115 CONG. REc. 32358 (1969) . 78 In United States v. Barnes, 604 F.2d 121 (2d Cir. 1979 ), cert. denied, 446 U.S. 907 (1980 , a case involving alleged narcotics trafficking by blacks,
[s]pecific questions concerning attitude toward blacks were addressed to each juror as well. The court first asked what the prospective juror's 'general attitude toward blacks' was; to further probe, the court then asked whether the prospective juror had ever moved to a different area because he/she had been disturbed by changing conditions. The court asked whether the prospective jurors had had any experience with persons of other races, creeds, or colors resulting in civil or criminal confrontations, or whether he/she had ever had any experiences with persons of different races arising out of employment, residence, or school situations, which might make the juror feel that he/she could not fairly judge such persons. . . Several admitted that they had moved because of 'changing conditions' in their neighborhoods. . . . Several admitted some prejudice against blacks. . . . These were excused. Further, after the panel was sworn, and before the alternates were selected, juror No. 5 told the court that he had been mugged on his way home the previous night by a black person, and he admitted that he could no longer be fair to black persons. . . . In sum, the court conducted a voir dire which resulted in the selection of a panel whose background was fully explored, and whose state of mind with respect to the racial 'question' was probed as well. 
